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PREFATORY  NOTE. 


The  following  address  was  prepared  to  be  delivered  before  the  Episco¬ 
pal  Pastoral  Aid  Society  of  Illinois,  at  their  late  anniversary.  The  state 
of  the  author’s  health  prevented  his  attendance.  He  ventures  to  publish 
it  in  the  hope,  that  it  may  shed  some  light  upon  a  subject  of  much  inter¬ 
est  at  present  to  our  Church  at  large. 

Springfield  Sept.  14,  1859. 


A  I)DRE  S  S  . 


Under  our  Church  system,  when  a  man  is  ordained  a  Presbyter,  he  is 
not  appointed  to  a  mere  Diocesan  office,  but  constituted  a  minister  of  our 
entire  confederate  Church.  As  such  he  has  a  constitutional  right,  with 
due  observance  of  the  canonical  forms,  to  become  a  resident  of  any 
Diocese  in  the  Union.  And  when  invited  or  authorized  by  any  parish 
minister  or  other  parochial  authority  in  any  Diocese,  he  is  at  full  liberty, 
as  a  visiting  minister,  to  officiate  within  the  bounds  of  that  parish.  Of 
course  I  need  not  add,  that  a  Presbyter  has  also  the  common  right  of 
every  American  churchman,  whether  clerical  or  lay,  to  speak  unofficially 
or  in  the  way  of  an  address,  at  any  anniversary  or.  other  religious  meet¬ 
ing,  whether  it  be  denominational  or  general.  Having  been  invited  to 
deliver  an  address  on  the  present  occasion,  I  might  feel  myself  at  liberty 
to  speak  directly  to  the  particular  character,  prospects,  or  even  local  in¬ 
terests  of  this  Society.  But  as  a  matter  of  expediency,  I  prefer  to  confine 
myself  to  a  subject  of  much  interest  just  at  this  time,  to  our  Church  at 
large ;  leaving  my  hearers  to  draw  from  it  such  inferences  as  they  may 
think  appropriate  to  this  Association.  We  proceed  at  once  then  to  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  following  question  : 

CAN  HIGH  AND  LOW  CHURCHMEN  CONSISTENTLY  WORK  TOGETHER,  IN  VOL¬ 
UNTARY  ASSOCIATIONS  FOR  THE  SPREAD  OF  THE  GOSPEL? 

The  affirmative  of  this  proposition  is  confidently  held  and  earnestly 
advocated.  We  feel  constrained  to  take  the  negative.  And  we  do  so  chiefly 
on  the  ground  that  High  and  Low  Churchmen  differ  seriously  upon 
points  vital  to  Christianity.  We  do  not  say  that  either  party,  either 
literally  or  virtually,  denies  or  discards  any  fundamental  doctrine  ;  but 
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what  we  affirm  is,  that  each  charges  the  other  with  holding  and  teaching 
defective  and  dangerous  views,  on  what  both  admit  to  be  great  essential 
truths.  And  how  can  either  consistently  cooperate  with  the  other,  in  dis¬ 
seminating  such  defective  and  dangerous  views?  Voluntarily  to  send 
them  forth,  is  to  dispense  an  obscure,  imperfect,  and  of  course  more  or  less 
dangerous  Gospel,  instead  of  one  which  is  complete,  clear,  and  safe.  And 
can  any  considerate  Christian  of  either  party,  voluntarily  contribute  to 
such  a  purpose  ? 

And  what  are  those  great  points  on  which  the  two  parties  regard  each 
other,  as  holding  defective  and  dangerous  views?  Are  they  merely  matters 
of  church  polity  or  questions  of  rubrics,  or  of  prayer-meetings,  or  the 
policy  of  uniting  with  other  denominations  in  promoting  common  objects? 
Nay,  important  as  some  of  these  differences  are,  if  they  were  the  only 
hindrances,  we  might  be  tempted  to  try  the  experiment  of  union.  But 
the  grand  points  on  which  High  and  Low  Churchmen  differ,  are  no  less 
than  the  doctrines  of  Regeneration  and  Justification!  These  are  the  vital 
Aruths  on  which  the  two  parties,  instead  of  seeing  eye  to  eye,  see  each 
other  to  be  in  a  fog.  And  although  the  mist  is  not  held  by  either  to  be 
certainly  fatal ,  it  is  considered  by  both  more  or  less  perilous  to  all  voy¬ 
agers  who  venture  to  navigate  in  its  atmosphere. 

And  let  it  be  understood,  that  in  asserting  that  there  is  a  serious  differ¬ 
ence  between  High  and  Low  Churchmen,  we  not  only  refer  to  Hign- 
churchmanship  under  its  more  modern  phase  of  Tractarianism,  but  as  it 
has  existed  in  this  country  from  the  beginning.  And,  to  prove  our  asser¬ 
tion,  we  propose  to  bring  upon  the  stage  Divines,  whose  fitness  to  be  ex¬ 
pounders  of  the  doctrines  of  their  respective  parties,  will  be  generally 
acknowledged. 

>  t 

■v. 

We  begin  then  with  a  few  brief  extracts  from  the  writings  of  Bishop 
Hobart,  whose  competency  to  exhibit  with  carefulness  and  clearness  the 
views  of  the  High-churchmen  of  his  day,  will  not  be  questioned. 

\ 

On  the  subject  of  Degeneration  in  its  connection  with  baptism,  in  a 
charge  entitled  “  The  Churchman,”  he  says  : 

* 

11  The  Churchman  considers  baptism  as  the  sacramental  commencement 
of  the  spiritual  life ,  and  the  entrance  into  that  fold  of  the  Redeemer,  the 
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mystical  body  of  Christ,  in  which  he  enjoys  a  title  to  the  blessings  of  sal¬ 
vation.” 

*  • 

In  explanation  of  this  passage,  the  Bishop  adds : 

“When  the  Churchman,  in  the  language  of  Scripture,  of  primitive 
antiquity,  and  of  the  articles  and  liturgy  of  his  Church,  calls  baptism 
regeneration ,  he  does  not  employ  the  term  in  its  popular  signification 
among  many  Protestants  to  denote  the  divine  influences  upon  the  soul  in 
ixs  sanctification  and  renovation,  in  abolishing  the  body  of  sin,  and  rais¬ 
ing  up  the  graces  and  virtues  of  the  new  man.  The  term  regeneration 
is  used  by  him  in  its  original ,  and  appropriate ,  and  technical  a.cce ptation, 
to  denote  the  translation  of  the  baptized  person  from  that  state  in  which, 
as  destitute  of  any  covenanted  title  to  salvation,  he  is  styled  ‘  the  child 
of  wrath,’  into  that  state  which, it  proffers  to  him  in  all  cases,  the  cov¬ 
enanted' mercy  and  grace  of  God,  and  in  the  exercise  of  repentance  and 
faith  actually  conveys  to  him  these  blessings,  is  styled  a  ‘  state  of  salva¬ 
tion'*  It  must  be  obvious,  that  the  sacramental  commencement  of  the 
spiritual  life  in  the  regeneration  of  baptism,  and  the  subsequent  sanctifica¬ 
tion  of  the  principles,  the  powers,  and  affections  of  the  new  man  by  the 
renewing  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  are  distinct  acts  and  operations.” 

In  a  sermon  on  Tit.  3d  and  5thf,  the  former  of  the  above  named 
“  acts  or  operations  ”  of  the  Spirit,  or  that  which  takes  place  in  baptism, 
he  calls  regeneration  and  the  latter  renovation.  Thus  drawing  a  decided 
distinction  between  regeneration  and  renovation. 

But  what  say  our  Evangelical  Churchmen  to  this  limited  meaning  of  the 
term  regeneration — a  meaning  unknown  to  the  great  mass  of  Protestant 
theologians ;  and  yet  one  for  which  the  Bishop  confidently  claims  “  the 
authority  of  Scripture,  and  of  primitive  antiquity,  etc.,”  :  and  asserts  to  be 
its  “  originajj  appropriate  and  technical  acceptation.” 

Bishop  Lee,  of  Delaware,  in  his  tract  on  Baptism,  lately  published  by 

-i  \ 

our  Evangelical  Knowledge  Society,  in  reference  to  this  restricted  use  of 

/■ 

the  term  regeneration  by  Bishop  Hobart  and  other  High-church  Divines, 
says  : 

“The  spiritual  change  they  called  renovation ,  and  distinguished  it  from 

*  “The  Churchman.”  A  charge  etc.,  printed  in  pamphlet  form.  T.  &  J.  Swords, 
1819,  pp.  14-15-16. 

t Work's,  Volume  2d. 
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tli g  ecclesiastical  change,  to  which  alone  they  restricted  the  word  regenera¬ 
tion,  and  often  insisted  with  much  earnestness  and  faithfulness,  upon  the 
necessity  of  spiritual  renewal  in  the  case  of  the  baptized.  This  explana¬ 
tion  seemed  to  reduce  the  baptismal  controversy  to  a  question  of  words, 
and  fostered  the  very  common  opinion  that  the  difference  after  all  was  but 
nominal,  the  two  parties  being  substantially  agreed.  But  the  misapplica¬ 
tion  of  Scripture  language  is  not  a  harmless  and  indifferent  thing.  AVords 
are  things.  The  selection  of  certain  words  by  the  Holy  Spirit  to  express 
divine  truths,  is  not  to  be  deemed  immaterial.  Neither  is  inspired 
phraseology  a  matter  of  indifference.  AVe  are  not  safe  in  giving  up  the 
nomenclature  of  Scripture  under  the  impression  that  we  retain  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  its  teaching.  The  history  of  the  Baptismal  question  may  warn 
us  how  much  the  cause  of  truth  may  be  jeoparded  and  damaged  by  what 
were  supposed  to  be  mere  verbal  concessions.” 

Now,  admitting  that  the  views  of  the  Higli-church  party  of  the  present 
day  on  Baptismal  Regeneration  are  just  such  as  Bishop  Hobart  held,  and 
Evangelical  Churchmen,  it  will  be  seen,  may  still  strongly  object  to  co¬ 
operating  in  the  diffusion  of  them.  They  agree  with  Bishop  Lee,  that 
u  the  misapplication  of  Scripture  language  is  not  a  harmless  and  indiffer¬ 
ent  thing,”  etc.;  that  “  wre  are  not  safe  in  giving  up  the  nomenclature  of 
Scripture;”  that  “  the  cause  of  truth  may  be  jeoparded  and  damaged  by 
such  verbal  concessions.”  And  in  proof  of  the  dangerous  and  injurious 
tendency  of  such  concessions,  Bishop  Lee  fitly  notices  the  fact  that  the 
present  High-church  doctrine  of  the  effect  of  infant  Baptism  is  not  what 
Bishop  Hobart  somewhat  mystically  called  11  the  Sacramental  Commence¬ 
ment  of  the  Spiritual  Life  f  but  complete  Spiritual  Life.  Not  merely  a 
change  of  state,  but  a  change  of  nature. 

u  The  ground  is  now  broadly  taken,”  adds  Bishop  Lee,  “  and  advocated 
in  books,  catechisms,  tracts,  etc.,  prepared  by  societies  calling  themselves 
general  societies  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church,  that  every  baptized 
infant  is,  in  the  highest  sense,  spiritually  regenerated,  and  that  no  such 
thing  as  regeneration  is  to  be  required  or  looked  for  after  Baptism.” 

As  a  fair  exhibition  of  whercunto  the  High-church  doctrine  of  Baptism 
has  now  grown,  take  the  following  extract  from  a  sermon  of  Bishop 
McCoskry,  delivered  in  England  before  “  The  Society  for  the  Propagation 
of  the  Gospel  in  Foreign  Parts: 
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“  No  amount  of  personal  holiness  (if  it  can  he  acquired  out  of  this  fam¬ 
ily),  or  inward  experiences  or  raptures,  can  make  us  members  of  the 
Church  of  Christ.  We  must  enter  through  the  door  which  its  Divine 
Head  has  opened,  and  we  must  enter  by  receiving,  from  those  he  has  con¬ 
stituted  as  his  earthly  representatives,  the  right  to  enter ;  and  this  right, 
we  have  observed,  is  Baptism.  In  this  ordinance  every  child  is  made  A 
NEW  CREATURE  in  Christ.  They  are  BORN  AGAIN  of  water  and  of  THE 
Spirit.  For  this  great,  this  mighty,  this  heavenly  work,  there  are  no 
qualifications  required,  and  to  guard  against  failures  the  Spirit  of  God  is 
given  to  every  child  in  baptism  without  any  exception ,  not  only  to  begin, 
but  to  carry  on  and  complete  the  great  work  of  their  salvation.”* 

Here  we  have  the  doctrine  of  Baptismal  Degeneration  as  now  held  by 
the  great  mass  of  High-church  divines.  This  sermon  of  Bishop  McCos- 
kry  was  preached  on  an  extraordinary  public  occasion,  and  has  been  ex¬ 
tensively  circulated  ;  and  we  have  never  heard  a  single  note  of  dissent  from 
it,  from  any  High-churcli  Bishop  or  press  on  either  side  of  the  Atlantic. 
And  although  Bishop  McCoskry,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  his  sermon,  quali¬ 
fies  in  some  degree  the  language  of  this  extract,  by  insisting  upon  “  Con¬ 
version ,  ”  in  the  impenitent  baptized,  just  as  Bishop  Hobart  insists  upon 
their  “  Ben  ovation,”  what  mind  imbued  with  Evangelical  views  can  fail 
to  be  startled  by  such  a  dangerous  misapplication  of  Scripture  language  ? 
such  a  tremendous  reduction  of  the  New  Birth  or  the  New  Creation  down 
to  the  deposit,  by  the  Spirit,  in  the  infant  mind,  of  some  mysterious  spark— 
a  spark  which  seems  scarcely  imparted  before  it  expires — some  seed  or 
germ  which,  in  a  vast  majority  of  recipients,  produces  no  traceable  fruits, 
none  at  the  time  of  administration,  nor  when  they  come  to  moral  agency  ; 
nor  for  years  afterward;  and,  in  many  instances,  none  during  their  entire 
lifetime. 

Is  this  the  Degeneration  of  the  direct  fruits  of  which  the  Apostle  John 
speaks  so  distinctly,  when  he  says :  “  Whoever  is  born  of  God  doth  not 
commit  sin.”  “  Every  one  that  doeth  righteousness  is  born  of  God.” 
“  Whatsoever  is  born  of  God  overcometh  the  world.”  “  Every  one  that 
loveth  is  born  of  God?” — Or  must  we  understand  the  Apostle  as  writing 


*  We  take  the  liberty  here  of  putting  in  italics  and  capitals  the  chief  point  of  the 
extract. 
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of  one  sort  of  regeneration  in  his  account  of  our  Lord’s  interview  with 
Nicodemus,  and  of  another  hind  in  his  Epistle?  And  if  it  be  true  that 
there  are  thousands  of  children  and  adults  who  were  episcopally  baptized 
in  infancy,  living  and  dying  without  the  fruits  which  St.  John  so  dis¬ 
tinctly  ascribes  to  Regeneration,  shall  we  nevertheless  be  told  that  they 
are  really  born  of  God — that  they  are  undoubtedly  regenerated?  Can  we, 
as  Evangelical  Churchmen,  be  expected  to  give  our  money  or  our  coun¬ 
tenance  to  any  Union  Association  which,  from  the  very  nature  of  its 
organization,  is  pledged  to  send  out  tracts  or  preachers — to  do  what? 
Why,  essentially  to  contradict  what  we  believe  to  be  the  plain  teaching  of 
an  inspired  Apostle  !  Can  a  Low-churchman  for  the  sake  of  such  a  union, 
be  expected  to  work  with  one  hand  against  his  own  system,  in  order  that 
he  may  have  the  privilege  of  working  for  it  with  the  other?  And  why 
expect  the  High-churchman  to  promote  on  like  terms  a  system  which 
ignores  so  very  important  a  doctrine,  if  it  be  true,  as  the  invariable  Spirit¬ 
ual  regeneration  of  infants  in  Baptism  ?  Why  not  permit  each  to  give 
his  entire  strength  to  that  system  which  he  considers  the  complete,  pure, 
and  safe  Gospel  of  Christ? 

We  are  not  unaware  that  our  High-church  brethren  confidently  claim 
that  our  prayer-book  and  other  standards  are  with  them ;  and  by  partial 
quotations  from  the  Liturgy,  they  can  make  out  a  plausible  case  to  super¬ 
ficial  inquirers.  Now,  we  can  refer  to  this  point  only  so  far  as  to  say,  that 
the  Rev.  Mr.  Goode,  of  the  Church  of  England,  not  long  ago  published  a 
very  able  and  learned  work,  in  which,  in  our  judgment,  he  has  shown  con¬ 
clusively,  that  the  doctrine  of  the  invariable  spiritual  regeneration  of  in¬ 
fants  in  Baptism  can  not  be  ascribed  to  the  original  compilers  of  our  Lit¬ 
urgy,  or  its  more  immediate  revisors  in  a  subsequent  reign,  without 
impeaching  their  sincerity  or  charging  them  with  the  grossest  inconsist¬ 
ency.*  The  work  of  Mr.  Goode,  as  far  as  we  know,  has  met  with  no  reply 
worthy  to  be  called  an  answer.  It  stands  as  an  impregnable  fortress. 
Archdeacon  Wilberforce  did  attempt  a  reply,  which  Mr.  Goode  briefly 

*  Mr.  Goode  .adduces  an  overwhelming  mass  of  historical  evidences  to  prove  that 
the  compilers  and  revisors  of  our  Liturgy  were,  what  would  be  called  in  our  day,  Cal- 
vinistic;  especially  in  regard  to  the  final  perseverance  of  the  Saints , — a  doctrine  not  to 
be  held,  in  its  Calvinistic  sense,  in  common  sincerity,  or  consistency,  with  that  of  the 
invariable  spiritual  regeneration  of  infants  in  Baptism.  He  does  not  claim,  indeed,  that 
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noticed  in  a  postscript,  to  his  second  edition,  promising  a  more  extended 
rejoinder.  But  as  the  Archdeacon  was  then  in  the  purlieus  of  Rome,  and 
not  long  afterward  gave  in  his  adhesion  to  the  “  Man  of  Sin,”  Mr.  Gloode 
probably  deemed  it  expedient,  and  perhaps  magnanimous,  toward  his  High- 
church  brethren,  not  to  pursue  any  further  such  a  defender  of  their  cause. 
A  shot  or  two  was  also  fired  into  Mr.  Groode’s  work,  just  after  its  appear¬ 
ance,  by  a  distinguished  American  prelate*  which  raised  a  little  dust  and 
gave  a  slight  occasion  for  a  shout.  But  it  was  so  effectually  returned,  that 
the  assailant  on  our  side  of  the  water  has  not  deemed  it  advisable  to  renew 
the  charge. 

And  yet,  in  the  face  of  this  unanswered  work,  and  several  smaller 
works  of  like  ability,  our  High-church  brethren  speak  as  confidently 
of  their  doctrine  of  baptism,  as  “The  Church  System”  and  “The 
Church’s  Teaching,”  as  if  the  matter  were  undisputed  and  indisputable. 
Now,  it  is  quite  sufficient  to  meet  such  cool  confidence  with  like  confi¬ 
dence,  or  to  speak  in  the  same  tone  of  our  doctrine,  as  “  The  Church  Sys¬ 
tem,”  and  “The  Church’s  Teaching;”  and  if  both  parties  be  equally 
sincere  in  their  positions,  how  can  any  discriminating  unionist  expect 
them  to  co-work  consistently  in  preaching  and  teaching,  on  the  great 
radical  doctrine  of  regeneration? 

Equally  impossible  is  it  to  harmonize  the  conflicting  views  of  High  and 
Low  Churchmen,  on  the  second  great  point  of  difference  to  which  we  have 
referred — the  doctrine  of  justification.  Let  us  recur  to  Bishop  Hobart’s 
teaching  on  this  point,  also.  And  here  allow  us  to  say,  that  in  quoting 
from  this  eminent  divine,  we  wish  to  do  full  honor  to  his  acknowledged 
ability,  zeal,  and  energy,  and  that  we  cherish  the  best  opinion  of  his 
personal  piety  which  sincere  charity  can  assign  to  his  doctrinal  position. 
The  personal  religion  of  a  man  may  he  better  than  his  theological  system. 
And  we  feel  assured,  that  the  system  which  this  distinguished  prelate  so 


our  Baptismal  service  is  so  strictly  Calvinistic  as  to  exclude  Arminian  views.  All 
that  he  deems  it  necessary  to  contend  for  is,  that  it  is  next  to  a  moral  impossibility,  in 
view  of  the  above-mentioned  mass  of  evidence,  that  the  service  could  have  been  in¬ 
tended  to  be  anti -  Calvinistic ,  or  so  utterly  inconsistent  with  Calvinism,  as  the  modern 
High-church  construction  necessarily  makes  it. 
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zealously  and  successfully  extended,  has  been  the  chief  promoter  of  the 
tractarianism  which  lias  disturbed  our  American  Church.  This  we  have 
seen  to  be  true  of  his  teaching  on  the  subject  of  regeneration,  and  we 
proceed  to  show  that  his  views  on  the  subject  of  justification  are  liable  to 
the  same  objection. 

In  his  charge,  entitled  “  The  Churchman,  from  which  we  have  already 
quoted,  he  defines  his  views,  in  part,  in  the  following  words : 

“For  if,  as  in  the  language  of  some  Protestants,  the  righteousness  of 
Christ  be  imputed  to  believers,  so  that  they  are  clothed  with  it,  and 
that  God  views  and  accepts  them  only  as  invested  with  it,  then  the  Anti- 
nomian  doctrine  is  an  unavoidable  inference,  that  God  can  see  no  sin  in 
believers;  and  that,  therefore,  they  need  not  obey  the  moral  law.  This 
dangerous  inference  the  Churchman  avoids  when  he  expresses  the  sole 
efficacy  of  the  merits  and  grace  of  Christ  to  his  salvation  in  the  unexcep¬ 
tionable  language,  that  the  imperfect  obedience  of  the  believer,  performed 
in  the  exercise  of  faith,  and  through  the  influences  of  divine  grace,  are 
accepted  only  on  account  of  the  merits  and  intercession  of  the  Lord  and 
Saviour  Jesus  Christ;  or,  that  ‘  we  are  accounted  righteous  before  God 
only  for  the  merits  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ.’  ” 

A  careful  reader  of  this  extract  will  perceive,  that  the  “  righteousness 
of  Christ  imputed  to  believers,”  -which  the  author's  fancy  highly  colors,  and 
then  charges  with  Antinomianism,  as  an  “  unavoidable  inference,”  is  in 
substance  the  true  doctrine  of  the  leading  standards  of  the  Protestant 
.Reformation.  It  is  the  doctrine  substantially  taught  in  our  own  Homily, 
thus :  “  Christ  is  now  the  righteousness  of  all  them  that  truly  believe  in 
him.  He  for  them  paid  their  ransom  by  his  death.  He  for  them 
fulfilled  the  law  in  his  life,  so  that  now  in  him  and  by  him  every  true 
Christian  man  may  be  called  a  fulfiller  of  the  law;” — the  same  view  is 
expressed  by  Hooker,  who  says  of  the  man  that  is  found  in  Christ, 
“Him  God  beholdeth  with  a  gracious  eye,  putteth  away  his  sin  by  not 
imputing  it  to  him,  taketh  away  the  punishment  due  thereto  by  pardon¬ 
ing  it,  and  accepting  him  in  Christ  Jesus  as  perfectly  righteous — shall 
I  say  more  perfectly  righteous  than  if  himself  had  fulfilled  the  law?” 
Now,  we  apprehend  that  the  language  of  both  these  extracts  does  not 
differ  substantially  from  that  of  “  some  Protestants,”  which  the  Bishop 
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objects  to,  as  leading  by  unavoidable  inference  to  Antinomianism,  by 
teaching  that  “  the  righteousness  of  Christ  is  imputed  to  believers  so  that 
they  are  clothed  with  it,  and  God  accepts  them  only  as  invested  with  it.” 

As  to  the  remainder  of  this  extract,  let  any  discriminating  inquirer  lay 
it  side  by  side  with  the  eleventh  article  of  our  church,  and  note  its  exceed¬ 
ing  defectiveness,  not  to  say  its  plain  erroneousness.  Professing  to  define 
the  mode  by  which  the  merit  of  Christ  is  applied  to  the  justification  and 
salvation  of  believers,  the  extract,  instead  of  saying  distinctly,  as  the  arti¬ 
cle  does,  that  it  is  “  by  faith,"  says,  what  nobody  denies,  that  “  the  imper¬ 
fect  obedience  of  the  believer  and  his  works,  etc.,  are  accepted  only  on 
account  of  the  merits  and  intercession  of  Christ.” 

In  further  defining  his  position,  with  respect  to  the  mode  of  applying 
the  merits  of  Christ,  the  Bishop  adds  the  following  significant  paragraph  : 

“  With  respect  also  to  the  mode  of  the  application  of  the  merits  of  Christ 
to  the  justification  and  salvation  of  believers,  the  Churchman  is  distin¬ 
guished  by  the  great  stress  which  he  lays  on  the  sacraments ,  and  ordinan¬ 
ces ,  and  ministrations  of  the  Church.  ' 

Now  if  it  be  true,  that  “  The  Churchman,”  in  “  the  mode  ”  of  applying 
the  merits  of  Christ  to  justification,  “is  distinguished  by  the  stress  which 
he  lays  on  the  Sacraments,  and.  Ordinances ,  aad  Ministrations  of  the 
Church,”  it  is  very  certain  that  he  does  not  get  his  distinction  from  the 
article — for  the  article  utters  not  a  word  or  hint  about  ordinances — 
nay,  plainly  excludes  them  from  all  share  in  the  mode  of  our  justification, 
by  the  potent  and  unmistakable  phrase,  that  “  ice  are  justified  by  faith 
ONLY ! ” 

The  truth  is,  that  Bishop  Hobart  did  not  hold  the  teaching  of  our  arti¬ 
cle  and  the  broad  doctrine  of  sound  Protestantism,  that  faith  is  the  sole 
instrument  of  our  justification.  So  we  learn  from  a  volume  of  Sermons, 
published  by  hinf about  the  year  1826,  and  reviewed  in  the  January  num¬ 
ber  of  the  London  Christian  Observer ,  for  that  year. 

The  reviewer  quotes  the  following  passage  from  one  of  the  sermons,  in 
which  the  Bishop  endeavors,  after  his  own  manner,  to  reconcile  the 
teaching  of  St.  Paul  and  St.  James  on  the  subject  of  justification  : 
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“  St.  Paul,”  says  the  Bishop,  “  declaring  faith  to  be  the  only  condition 
and  excluding  the  deeds  of  the  law,  means  :  that  faith  which  worketh  by 
love,  which  is  lively  and  operative,  which  is  made  perfect  by  works;’  and 
the  deeds  of  the  law  which  he  excludes,  are  not  those  evangelical  works 
which  proceed  from  a  true  and  lively  faith,  but  those  which  are  opposed 
to  the  gospel  1  works  of  the  law,’  which  are  not  wrought  through  faith, 
and  which  are  rested  in  as  the  meritorious  cause  of  our  acceptance.” 

On  which  the  Reviewer  remarks  : 

“  The  amount  of  this  we  conceive  to  be,  that  faith  is  nominally  the 
condition  of  justification,  but  that  really  faith  and  works  are  so ;  not  only 
a  faith  producing  works,  but  works  produced  by  faith.  The  apostle  Paul 
is  made  to  exclude  from  the  business  of  justifying  only  works  of  the  law. 
not  evangelical  works,  Consequently,  evangelical  works  unite  with  faith 
in  the  office  of  justifying.” 

Now  that  our  Church  does  exclude  even  “  evangelical  works  ”  from  the 
“office  of  justifying  ”  is  the  plain  teaching  of  her  eleventh  article,  and 
the  positive  assertion  of  the  Homily  to  which  that  article  refers.  Well 
does  the  Reviewer  add,  “  To  say  in  one  word  where  our  notion  of  the 
error  lies,  it  is  in  this,  that  a  proper  distinction,  a  broad,  tangible,  and  we 
might  say  impassable  line,  is  not  placed  between  faith  and  every  other  act 
of  the  mind  or  life,  in  the  article  of  justification.” 

Referring  to  this  and  other  views  of  the  Bishop,  the  Reviewer  says : 

“We  do  dread  their  influence  on  the  world  at  large,  we  do  fear  them  as 
connected  with  a  very  widely  spread  laxity  of  moral  feeling  and  Christian 
faith.” 

In  this  wholesome  dread  of  the  High-church  doctrine  of  justification, 
the  great  body  of  evangelical  Churchmen,  on  this  side  of  the  Atlantic, 
fully  and  cordially  sympathize. 

If  it  should  be  said,  that  High-churchmen,  even  of  the  most  extreme 
class,  after  all  concur  with  us,  in  making  the  merit  of  Christ  the  original 
ground,  or  procuring  cause  of  our  salvation ;  we  reply,  that  such  language 
is  vague  and  dangerous.  Even  Rome  herself  uses  it,  and  says  much  in 
words,  about  the  merit  of  Christ.  For  example,  even  the  Council  of 
Trent  says :  “  For  that  which  is  called  our  own  righteousness.”  because 
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through  its  being  inherent  in  us  we  are  justified;  that  same  is  the  right¬ 
eousness  of  God,  because  it  is  infused  into  us  of  God — through  the  merit 
of  Christ.'* 

Here  we  have  apparently  all  the  glory  of  our  salvation  ascribed  to  God 
and  the  merit  of  Christ  given  as  the  original  foundation  of  it.  But  this 
specious  covering  of  Borne's  doctrine,  did  not  prevent  Hooker  from  seeing 
that  under  such  language  she  “  was  an  adversary  of  Christ's  meritsf  and 
a  teacher  of  that  which  overthrew  the  foundation  of  faith. y  Nay,  the 
true  and  essential  doctrine  of  sound  Protestants  is,  that  faith  is  the  sole 
condition,  or  the  one  exclusive  instrumental  cause  of  our  justification.  This, 
says  the  Homily,  “  is  the  strong  rock  and  foundation  of  the  Christian 
religion.''  “This,”  said  Luther,  “is  the  article  of  a  standing  or  falling 
church;”  and  Calvin  says:  “If  this  one  head  was  yielded  safe  and 
entire,  it  would  not  be  worth  the  cost  to  make  any  great  quarrel  about 
other  matters  in  controversy  with  Borne.”  Our  own  Hooker  speaks  in  a 
similar  strain.  Now,  these  and  other  warnings  from  the  graves  of  great 
Protestant  champions,  may  teach  us  the  immense  meaning  of  the  word 
only,  as  it  stands  in  the  English  of  our  eleventh  article,  in  the  phrase 
“justified  by  faith  only.”  Strike  out  that  word,  either  literally  or  virtu¬ 
ally,  and  we  open  a  crevasse ,  which  by  gradual  widening  may  soon  let  in 
upon  us  all  the  muddy  waters  of  Popery. 

Bishop  Mcllvaine  in  his  work  on  the  Oxford  Divinity,  has  shown  clearly 
that  the  tractarian  doctrine  of  justification,  and  that  of  Borne  are  the  same  ; 
and  if  the  occasion  were  suitable,  it  would  not  be  difficult  to  prove,  that 
tractarian  justification  is  not,  what  some  assume,  an  abuse  of  High- 
church  justification;  but  rather  its  legitimate,  logical  result ,  —  a  result 
happily  prevented  in  many  instances,  we  believe,  by  the  strong  accompa¬ 
nying  influence  of  Protestant  principles  and  prejudices.  It  is  not  a  very 
rare  thing  to  meet  with  individuals,  holding,  in  substance,  this  chief 
rudimental  error  of  Bomanism  on  justification,  who,  from  early  prejudice, 
and  other  extraneous  causes,  are  warm  opposers  of  the  Bomish  Hierarchy. 


*  Concil.  Trident,  Sess.  vi.,  C.  15. 

t  See  Bishop  Mcllvaine's  tract  on  Justification,  Pub.  by  Ev.  Kno.  Soc.,  p.  32,  etc. 
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We  grant  that  the  High -church  and  Tractarian  doctrines  of  justifica¬ 
tion,  are  in  some  sense  distinguishable.  But  how  distinguishable?  Dis¬ 
tinguishable  in  their  beginnings  and  early  progress,  like  the  two  main 
rivers  that  form  our  great  Mississippi,  which,  at  their  junction,  and  for 
some  distance  in  their  descent,  may  be  seen  running  side  by  side — the 
one  clouded  and  turbid,  and  the  other  more  natural  and  clear.  For  many 
miles  they  seem  to  be  indisposed  to  mingle  their  waters,  but  in  their 
gradual  progression  their  distinctiveness  is  lost,  and  they  become  in  ap¬ 
pearance,  as  well  as  fact,  one  stream.  Such,  we  believe,  our  High-church 
and  Tractarian  justification  in  their  early  parallel  "progress,  and  in  their 
tendency  to  final  unity. 

Now,  can  any  evangelical  Churchman  consistently  engage  in  any 
union  association  which  sends  out  preachers  or  tracts  whose  teaching  serious¬ 
ly  darkens  and  blends  with  Romish  elements  the  great  central  Protestant 
doctrine,  that  “we  are  justified  by  faith  only.”  And  can  High-churchmen 
consistently  contribute  to  send  out  preachers  and  books  teaching  a  so-called 
evangelical  justification,  from  which,  according  to  Bishop  Hobart,  “the 
Antinomian  doctrine  is  an  unavoidable  inference.”  Shall  the  one  party 
be  expected  to  work  toward  what  they  sincerely  consider  Romanism ,  and 
the  other  toward  what  they  honestly  deem  Anti  no  m  ian  is  m ,  for  the  sake  of 
what  will  be,  at  most,  but  an  apparent  union.  Could  such  an  artificial 
union  command  any  real  respect  from  intelligent  professing  Christians 
outside  of  our  church?  Would  not  sagacious,  worldly  men,  regard  it  as 
a  very  transparent  covering  indeed,  for  a  conflict  of  views  which  can 
never  be  harmonized? 

We  have  as  yet  seen  no  disposition  in  the  High-church  party  to  shake 
off  Tractarianism,  or  to  exscind  it  as  an  offensive  excrescence.  It  is  true 
that  here  and  there  a  High-churcli  Bishop  has  condemned  and  discoun¬ 
tenanced  the  fripperies  and  novelties  of  Tractarian  worship.  But  the 
doctrines  of  which  these  novelties  are  the  natural  offshoots,  have  not  only 
been  left  uncensured,  but  protected  and  palliated  in  their  utmost  extremes. 
Witness  the  fact  that  our  entire  High-church  press  has  vindicated,  or 
excused,  the  Romish  transubstantiation  doctrine  of  Archdeacon  Dennison. 
We  know  of  no  High-church  organ  in  this  country,  which  has  not  either 
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defended  the  condemned  Archdeacon,  or  sympathized  with  him,  as  being 
an  object  of  harsh  persecution,  rather  than  of  just  church  prosecution. 
And  when  we  hear  these  organs  speaking  in  defensive  and  sympathizing 
tones,  of  such  an  advocate  of  bald  Romish  heresy,  and  yet  prompt  to 
join  in  an  outcry  against  any  Low-churchuian,  who,  without  knowingly 
or  actually  violating  any  church  law,  unites  in  any  public  service  with  his 
Protestant  brethren,  we  must  remain  sceptical  to  the  assertions  of  any 
zealous  unionist ;  that  the  leaven  of  Tractarianism  has  spread  to  a  very 
small  extent  in  the  High-church  party. 

But  if  we  can  not  work  together  in  voluntary  association,  how  can  we 
hold  together  as  a  church  ?  Must  we  not  divide  ?  This  is  a  question 
which  we  hope  never  to  be  obliged  to  discuss.  .Nor  is  it  necessarily  in¬ 
volved  in  the  present  issue.  For  between  co-operating  with  one  another 
in  the  same  voluntary  association ,  and  tolerating  one  another  in  the  same 
church ,  we  think  we  see  a  very  material  difference.  Just  the  wide  differ¬ 
ence  which  there  is  between  the  meaning  of  the  terms  co-operation  and 
toleration.  Tolerating  an  error  is  not  even  sanctioning  it,  still  less  promot¬ 
ing  it.  Nay,  tolerating  an  error  or  bearing  with  it,  is  only  a  milder  form 
of  protesting  against  it — the  very  forbearance  is  itself  a  protest.  In  our 
various  personal,  as  well  as  ecclesiastical  relations,  with  those  whom 
charity  accounts  Christian  brethren,  we  are  often  compelled  to  tolerate 
much  that  we  deem  even  dangerous  error.  But  charitably  to  tolerate  such 
error  in  a  fellow-churchman,  is  one  thing — voluntarily  to  co-operate  with 
him  in  promoting  it  is  quite  another  matter.  The  one  may  be  often 
right,  the  other  never  ! 

In  common  with  a  very  large  majority  of  both  parties,  we  earnestly 
deprecate  any  thing  like  a  movement  toward  a  division  of  the  church.  We 
believe  that  we  can  conscientiously  remain  together  as  one  visible  church, 
under  one  constitution  and  code  of  laws.  And  so  long  as  neither  party 
trespasses  upon  the  constitutional  rights  of  the  other,  each  may  act  freely 
in  its  own  sphere :  and  not  only  so,  but  may  meet  on  common  ground,  in 
earnest,  faithful,  charitable  contention,  whenever  the  interests  of  truth 
demand  such  conflict.  We  believe  that  such  imperfect  church  unity, 
allowing  within  its  limits  sincere  differences,  and  even  honest  contentions, 
will  result  in  a  more  rapid  extension  of  the  truth,  and  a  larger  ingathering 
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of  souls,  than  are  at  all  likely  to  issue  from  division,  with  all  its  inevi¬ 
table  and  manifold  evils. 

And  it  is  because  we  deprecate  division  that  we  claim  for  each  party 
the  right,  anywhere  and  everywhere,  to  form  associations,  to  aid  in  send¬ 
ing  out  preachers,  books  and  tracts,  to  teach  what  each  deems  the  safe, 
clear  and  complete  gospel  of  Christ.  As  free  American  Churchman,  we 
enter  our  humble  protest  agsinst  any  legislation,  general  or  diocesan,  or 
any  overstrained  authority,  or  over-awing  official  influence,  seeking  directly 
or  indirectly  to  interfere  with  such  a  right. 

There  is  a  conscience  in  each  party,  which  will  bear  and  forbear  to  the 
utmost,  for  the  preservation  of  our  present  church  unity.  But  there  are 
antagonistic  elements  in  both,  which,  if  forced  into  unnatural  and  intense 
compression,  may  produce  an  explosion  more  to  be  dreaded  than  deliber¬ 
ate  premeditated  division.  To  guard  against  such  results,  let  the  sincere 
and  conscientious  of  both  parties,  in  all  their  relations,  personal  and 
official,  cultivate  toleration,  courtesy  and  charity,  taking  as  a  common 
motto  the  apostolic  injunction — “Forbearing  one  another  in  love.” 


